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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS & ACRONYMS 
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TAL  target analyte list 
TCE  1,1,1-trichloroethane 
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TSCA  Toxic Substances Control Act 
UECA  Uniform Environmental Covenants Act 
ug/l  micrograms per liter 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy 
in order to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the 
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as 
this one. In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document 
recommendations to address them. 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepared this FYR pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, 
consistent with the National Contingency Plan (NCP)(40 CFR Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)), and 
considering EPA policy.  
 
This is the fifth FYR for the Summit National Superfund Site (Site). The triggering action for this 
statutory review is the completion date of the previous FYR. The FYR has been prepared due to the fact 
that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that allow for 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE).  
 
The Site consists of one operable unit (OU), which is addressed in this FYR. The site-wide OU 
addresses the Site’s soil, sediment, and groundwater. 
 
The Summit National Superfund Site FYR was led by EPA remedial project manager (RPM) Pablo N. 
Valentín. Participants included EPA community involvement coordinator Susan Pastor and the Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) project manager Regan Williams. The potentially 
responsible parties (PRPs) and Ohio EPA were notified of the initiation of the FYR. The review began 
on 12/1/2017. 
 
Site Background  
 
The Summit National Site is located at 1240 Alliance Road in Deerfield Township, Portage County, 
approximately 45 miles southeast of Cleveland, Ohio. It is a roughly rectangular property at the 
southeast corner of the intersection of Ohio Route 225 and U.S. Route 224 (see Figure 1). Prior to the 
remedial construction, the Site contained the remains of a coal tipple and a scale house in the northwest 
corner, two dilapidated buildings in the northeast corner, an abandoned incinerator and two small 
buildings in the southeast corner, and two ponds (referred to as the east pond and the west pond) across 
the center of the property (see Figure 2). All of these features were removed during the final cleanup. 
The strata at the Site have been characterized as three separate hydrogeologic units: the Water Table 
Unit (WTU), the Upper and Lower Intermediate Units (UIU and LIU) and the Upper Sharon aquifer. 
The WTU is generally from 5 to 12 feet below grade and flows to the southeast. Groundwater in the 
UIU flows generally southeastward and in the LIU, it flows westward. The Upper Sharon aquifer flows 
to the north. 
 
Prior to 1974, the 11.5-acre Site was formerly a coal strip mine and contained a coal wash pond and coal 
stockpile. The Site was used for storage and disposal of industrial waste and incineration of liquid waste 
from April 1974 until June 1978. The Site is bordered by a skating rink, a school bus storage facility and 
a residence to the north, a permitted solid waste landfill to the west, an undeveloped brushy wooded area 
to the east, and a commercial concrete facility and an old unpermitted landfill to the south. The 
surrounding area is a mix of commercial, agricultural and residential properties. Approximately 4,500 
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people live within three miles of the Site. Surface water and shallow groundwater in the vicinity of the 
Site flow to the southeast, toward the Berlin Lake reservoir, which is a standby water supply for the City 
of Youngstown. More detailed background information about the Site is available in the previous FYR 
Report issued by EPA on July 16, 2013 (listed in Appendix A). 
 

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 
 

 
II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 
 
Basis for Taking Action 
 
Hazardous substances and other contaminants released at the Site in each medium included a variety of 
volatile organic chemicals (VOCs), semivolatile organic chemicals (SVOCs), pesticides, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), and inorganic chemicals (i.e., metals). The contaminants found at the Site in various 
media are shown in the four tables below: soils (Table 1), sediments (Table 2), surface water (Table 3), 
and groundwater (Table 4). 
 
  

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site Name: SUMMIT NATIONAL 

EPA ID: OHD980609994 

Region: 5 State: OH City/County: Deerfield Township/ Portage County 

SITE STATUS 

NPL Status: Final 

Multiple OUs? 
No 

Has the site achieved construction completion? 
Yes 

 
REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency: EPA 
[If “Other Federal Agency”, enter Agency name]:  

Author name (Federal Project Manager): Pablo N. Valentin 

Author affiliation: EPA Region 5 

Review period: 12/1/2017 - 6/22/2018 

Date of site inspection: 6/21/2018 

Type of review: Statutory 

Review number: 5 

Triggering action date: 7/16/2013 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 7/16/2018 
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Table 1: Contaminants Found in Soils 
VOCs SVOCs/ Pesticides/ PCBs Inorganics 

methylene chloride 
acetone 
carbon disulfide 
1,1-dichloroethene 
1,1-dichloroethane 
trans-1,2-dichloroethene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
2-butanone (MEK) 
1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA) 
trichloroethene 
benzene 
4-methyl-2-pentanone 
tetrachloroethene (PCE) 
toluene 
chlorobenzene 
ethylbenzene 
xylenes (total) 
 

phenol 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 
isophorone 
1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 
naphthalene 
2-methylnaphthalene 
fluorene 
hexachlorobenzene 
phenanthrene 
di-n-butylphthalate 
butylbenzylphthalate 
bis-2-ethylhexylphthalate 
di-n-octylphthalate 
indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 
dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
benzo(g,h,i)perylene 
4,4-DDT 
PCBs (total) 

arsenic 
barium 
beryllium 
chromium 
copper 

 
Table 2: Contaminants Found in Sediments 

VOCs SVOCs/ Pesticides/ PCBs Inorganics 
methylene chloride 
acetone 
1,1-dichloroethene 
1,1-dichloroethane 
trans-1,2-dichloroethene 
1,2-dichloroethane 
TCE 
trichloroethene 
2-butanone 
toluene 
benzene 
ethylbenzene 
chlorobenzene 
xylenes (total) 

n-nitrosodiphenylamine 
hexachlorobenzene 
di-n-butylphthalate 
bis-2-ethylhexylphthalate 
di-n-octylphthalate 
PCBs (total) 

barium 
chromium 
copper 
mercury 
cyanide 
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Table 3: Contaminants Found in Surface Water 
VOCs SVOCs/ Pesticides/ PCBs Inorganics 

methylene chloride 
acetone 
1,1-dichloroethane 
1,2-dichioroethane 
2-butanone (MEK) 
TCE 
4-methyl-2-pentanone 
PCE 
toluene 
chlorobenzene 
xylenes (total) 

phenol 
aniline 
1,4-dichlorobenzene 
1,2-dichlorobenzene 
hexachloroethane 
isophorone 
benzoic acid 
bis-2-ethylhexylphthalate 
benzo(b)fluoranthene 
benzo(k)fluoranthene 
benzo(a)pyrene 
lndeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 
dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

arsenic 
barium 
beryllium 
cadmium 
chromium 
nickel 

 
Table 4: Contaminants Found in Groundwater 

VOCs SVOCs/ Pesticides/ PCBs Inorganics 
methylene chloride 
acetone 
1,1-dichloroethane 
1,2-dichloroethane 
2-butanone 
TCE 
trichloroethane 
4-methyl-2-pentanone 
toluene 
ethylbenzene 
1,1-dichloroethene 
trans-1,2-dichloroethene 
benzene 
xylenes (total) 
PCE 

4-methylphenol 
2,4-dimethylphenol 
4-chloro-3-methylphenol 
phenol 
isophorone 
naphthalene 
2-methylnaphthalene 
bis-2-ethylhexylphthalate 
pyrene 
dimethylphthalate 
di-n-octylphthalate 
acenaphthalene 
dibenzofuran 
diethylphthalate 
fluorene 
hexachlorobenzene 
phenanthrene 
anthracene 
di-n-butylphthalate 
fluoranthene 
butylbenzylphthalate 
hexachlorocyclopentadiene 

aluminum 
arsenic 
barium 
cadmium 
chromium 
manganese 
nickel 
tin 
barium 
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Response Actions 
 
In August 1979, the State of Ohio filed a complaint against three individuals - all either current or 
former owners of the Site property - alleging the operation of a solid waste disposal facility without a 
permit, creation of a public nuisance, failure to comply with orders from Ohio EPA and installation of 
facilities for the storage and disposal of liquid wastes without submitting plans to the state agency. After 
an investigation confirmed the presence of more than 7,500 gallons of hexachlorocyclopentadiene, also 
known as C-56, a chemical used in the manufacture of pesticides, EPA informed the then-owner of the 
Site that remedial action was being planned  pursuant to Section 311 of the Clean Water Act. The owner 
declined to take action or to fund a cleanup, so EPA funded the cleanup of C-56 waste from September 
through November 1980. 
 
From early spring to late fall of 1980, Ohio EPA fenced the Site, graded the surface to control surface 
water run on and run off, identified the contents and staged about 2,000 drums, characterized the 
contents of several bulk tanks, and installed two on-site and four off-site monitoring wells. 
 
During 1980 and 1981, some of the companies that had brought waste to the Site identified themselves 
and voluntarily removed their wastes. In November 1980, an agreement was reached between the State 
of Ohio and eight generators that provided $2.5 million for a surface cleanup. The cleanup operation 
included removal of 17,000 drums, bulk tanks, a concrete pit and its contents, surface debris, and a small 
amount of contaminated soil. The surface cleanup was concluded in June 1982. 
 
During the spring of 1987, EPA Region 5 Emergency Response personnel responded to an emergency 
situation involving periodic overflows from the east pond to an adjacent residential property. The 
response included the removal of a buried tank near the incinerator that used to operate at the Site. 
 
EPA issued a record of decision (ROD) for the Site on June 30, 1988, and later issued a ROD 
amendment on November 2, 1990, and an explanation of significant differences (ESD) on March 23, 
1992. The selected remedy was designed to address three major remedial action objectives (RAOs): 1) 
protection and enhancement of the quality of the groundwater and recovery of the groundwater resource 
in the vicinity of the Site; 2) protection of the quality of the surface water in the vicinity of the Site; and 
3) protection of the public from direct contact with contaminated material on or near the Site, and from 
migration of surficial contaminants via surface runoff, wind erosion and volatilization. 
 
The selected remedy for the Site, as documented in the ROD, ROD Amendment, and ESD, included the 
following remedy components: 

• Construction of a chain link fence around the Site's boundary. 

• Excavation and on-site incineration of 24,000 cubic yards of on-site soils, 4,000 cubic yards of 
perimeter sediments, and the contents of an estimated 900 to 1,600 buried drums. 

• Demolition or dismantling of all on-site structures for on-site disposal. 

• Collection and treatment of surface water from two on-site ponds and from drainage ditches, 
followed by excavation and on-site treatment of the sediments from the ponds. 

• Extraction of groundwater from the WTU by a pipe and media drain system (i.e., passive system) 
along the southern boundary and the southern ends of the eastern and western boundaries, and 
extraction of additional groundwater via extraction wells in the Intermediate Unit, with treatment 
of all extracted groundwater. 



 

8 
 

• Removal/relocation of a vacant residence. 

• Testing of the ash from the incinerated soil and sediment to ensure compliance with EPA and 
State standards before using the ash as fill to re-grade the Site prior to placement of the final 
cover. In the event the incinerator is unable to meet Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 
standards for PCBs during the test burn, PCB-contaminated soil exceeding 50 parts per million 
would be disposed off-site at a TSCA landfill. 

• Regrading and installation of a soil cover over about 10.6 acres of the Site, consisting of 18 
inches of loam, six inches of topsoil, and a vegetative cover. 

• Rerouting the south and east drainage ditches to uncontaminated off-site areas. 

• Limiting access and implementing deed restrictions to limit future uses of the Site.  
 
Status of Implementation 
 
A consent decree between EPA, Ohio EPA, and the settling PRPs was entered and became effective on 
June 11, 1991. The settling PRPs formed the Summit National Facility Trust (SNFT) to implement the 
selected remedy. Following completion of the remedial design, the remedial action was implemented in 
five phases from June 30, 1993, to August 23, 1995. Between August 1994 and April 1995, 
approximately 21,100 tons of soil and sediments were incinerated on-site. Soils were tested for organic 
concentrations and toxicity characteristic leaching procedure metals in 500-ton batches. The only change 
in the selected remedy from what was anticipated was that the contents of 480 overpacked drums were 
taken off-site for disposal instead of being incinerated on-site. EPA conducted the final site inspection in 
August 1995 and the Site achieved the construction completion milestone on September 18, 1995, with 
EPA’s issuance of the Preliminary Close-Out Report. Institutional controls (ICs) were implemented at a 
later date and are discussed below. 
 
In April 1995, the SNFT submitted an evaluation of the groundwater extraction system to EPA and Ohio 
EPA which showed that the groundwater contamination in the WTU was effectively contained by the 
pipe and media drain system but that the extraction wells installed in the Intermediate Unit were not 
providing an effective horizontal area of capture to contain groundwater in the Intermediate Unit at the 
Site boundary. The evaluation also showed that the extraction wells in the Intermediate Unit would 
likely draw contaminants from the WTU into the Intermediate Unit along portions of the pipe and media 
drain. The evaluation also concluded that the groundwater drawdown created by the pipe and media 
drain in the WTU induces a natural upward gradient from the Intermediate Unit to the pipe and media 
drain. Based on the April 1995 evaluation, EPA and Ohio EPA approved the shutdown of the 
groundwater extraction wells in May 1995. The pipe and media drain groundwater collection system  
continued to operate, along with the groundwater treatment system. 
 
In the 2004 ten-year groundwater evaluation (submitted in March 2005), the SNFT requested permission 
to suspend operation of the groundwater extraction and treatment system. The request was based on the 
stability of on-site groundwater contaminant concentrations and the absence of an indication of adverse 
impacts to off-site groundwater in any of the groundwater units, including before any remedial action 
work at the Site and during the 11 years of active groundwater pumping operations. In June 2005, the 
SNFT contractor submitted a "Work Plan for Groundwater Migration Evaluation" to Ohio EPA that 
included post-shutdown evaluation monitoring. Ohio EPA approved the Work Plan on July 18, 2005.  
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Approval of the plan allowed the SNFT to shut down the groundwater collection and treatment system 
and to continue collecting groundwater hydraulic monitoring data as well as groundwater samples for 
chemical analysis in order to determine whether the groundwater plume would remain stable without 
operation of the system. On August 31, 2005, the groundwater extraction and treatment system was shut 
down, which commenced the shutdown evaluation period. The sampling event that took place that 
month was established as the pre-shutdown baseline monitoring event for the groundwater migration 
evaluation. The system has remained in shutdown status since that time. Contingency criteria for 
restarting the extraction system or taking other measures are discussed below in the Data Review section 
of this FYR.  
 
Institutional Controls 
 
ICs have been implemented at the Site in the form of an environmental covenant (EC) that conforms to 
the Ohio Uniform Environmental Covenants Act (UECA), as summarized in the table below. 
  
Table 5: Summary of Implemented ICs 

Media, engineered 
controls, and areas that do 
not support UU/UE based 

on current conditions 

ICs 
Needed 

ICs Called 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents 

Impacted 
Parcel(s) 

IC 
Objective 

Title of IC 
Instrument 

Implemented and 
Date 

Land - On Site Yes Yes Sitewide 

Prohibit any filling, 
grading, excavating, 
building, drilling, 
mining, farming or 
other development on 
property within the 
Site, except for  
activities required 
pursuant to the 
consent decree. 

EC per the Ohio 
UECA, recorded 
with Portage 
County Recorder  
on June 5, 2013. 

Groundwater - On Site 
current area that exceeds 

groundwater cleanup 
standards 

Yes Yes Sitewide 

Prohibit groundwater 
use, extraction, or 
development until 
cleanup standards are 
achieved. 

EC per the Ohio 
UECA, recorded 
with Portage 
County Recorder 
on June 5, 2013. 

Surface Water - On Site Yes Yes  Sitewide 
Prohibit use of surface 
water within the Site 
for any purpose. 

EC per the Ohio 
UECA, recorded 
with Portage 
County Recorder 
on June 5, 2013. 

Other Remedial Action 
Components Yes Yes Sitewide 

Prohibit inconsistent 
uses and protect the 
integrity of the remedy 
components. 

EC per the Ohio 
UECA, recorded 
with Portage 
County Recorder 
on June 5, 2013. 
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Maps which depict the current conditions of the Site and areas which do not allow for UU/UE were 
developed as part of the implementation of ICs. The ICs apply to the entire Site area shown in Figure 3 
and in Exhibit B to the EC (see Appendix B). 
 
Status of Access Restrictions and ICs: Access to the Site is restricted by a fence. All required ICs at the 
Site have been implemented. 
 
Current Compliance: Based on inspections and interviews with the PRPs’ site manager, EPA is not 
aware of Site or media uses which are inconsistent with the stated objectives of the ICs. 
 
Long-Term Stewardship: Long-term protectiveness at the Site requires compliance with use restrictions 
to assure the remedy continues to function as intended. To assure proper maintenance and monitoring of 
the ICs that have been implemented at the Site, long-term stewardship procedures were put in place in 
September 2013 as part of the Operation, Maintenance and Monitoring Plan (OMMP). These procedures 
are reviewed by the PRPs on an annual basis to ensure proper monitoring and enforcement of the ICs at 
the Site. The OMMP includes regular inspection of the ICs and annual certification to EPA that the ICs 
are in place and effective. 
 
Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance 
 
Operation of the groundwater collection system and on-site treatment of contaminated water was 
conducted in accordance with the OMMP from November 1995 through August 2005. The primary 
activities during that time included operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the groundwater 
collection/extraction system, groundwater treatment system, and treated water discharge system, and 
inspection and maintenance of the Site cover and fence. Since shutdown of the collection/extraction and 
treatment system in August 2005, the primary activities at the Site have been various monitoring 
activities and inspection and maintenance of the Site cover and fence.  
 
Groundwater treatment plant monitoring consisted of monthly influent and treated effluent sampling and 
analysis, and recording of daily flow rates. Results were submitted to Ohio EPA and EPA monthly 
through August 2005. Groundwater quality monitoring was conducted at startup and twice per year for 
the first five years of operation, and annually thereafter. Groundwater hydraulic monitoring was 
performed monthly for the first year of operation, then quarterly through August 2005, then twice per 
year through 2008, and annually since 2009. For the first three rounds of groundwater quality 
monitoring, the samples were analyzed for the full target compound list (TCL) and target analyte list 
(TAL). A site-specific indicator parameter list (SSIPL) was then developed and approved by Ohio EPA 
and EPA. Since development and approval of the SSIPL, the groundwater monitoring program includes 
annual sampling of selected WTU and UIU on-site and downgradient monitoring wells, with samples 
analyzed for the SSIPL, except that every fifth year all wells in the monitoring well network are sampled 
for full TCL/TAL analysis. The wells sampled during the routine annual events include 8 WTU wells 
(on-site wells MW-11, MW-107, MW-108, MW-111, and MW-113, and downgradient off-site wells 
MW-4, MW-114 [sentinel], and MW-115 [sentinel]) and 4 UIU wells (on-site wells MW-207 and MW-
224, and downgradient off-site wells MW-209 and MW-220).  
 
Groundwater monitoring reports, as well as annual evaluation and progress reports, are submitted to 
EPA and Ohio EPA. Operation and maintenance (O&M) activities include periodic inspection and 
maintenance of the Site cover, monitoring wells, and perimeter fence. 
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Table 6: Summit National Superfund Site O&M Costs – Years 2013 thru 2017 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Accounting $9,296 $11,130 $11,488 $6,935 $7,209 
Insurance $5,193 $5,731 $5,786 $2,622 $14,874 
Labor $25,405 $33,540 $27,415 $23,254 $29,171 
Groundwater Monitoring 
& Consulting 

$54,974 $74,506 $27,166 $29,121 $31,867 

Waste Removal $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,978 
Fees $0 $0 $0 $76 $96 
Maintenance $4,500 $0 $4,557 $0 $0 
Utilities/Supplies $11,391 $39,108 $6,635 $7,851 $6,654 
Agency Oversight $8,807 $38,650 $865 $570 $0 
Total $119,566 $202,665 $83,912 $70,429 $99,849 

 

III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW 
 
This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the last FYR as well as the 
recommendations from the last FYR and the current status of those recommendations. 
 
Table 7: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2013 FYR 

OU # Protectiveness 
Determination Protectiveness Statement 

1 / Sitewide Protective This Fourth Five-Year Review concludes that the 
remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment. Exposure pathways to contaminated 
groundwater are being controlled and exposure to 
contaminated soil at the Site has been addressed by 
incinerating the most heavily-contaminated soils, 
applying a clean soil cover and a vegetative cover, and  
by fencing that surrounds the Site. All required ICs have 
been implemented, with an EC under the Ohio UECA 
recorded on June 5, 2013. Compliance with effective ICs 
will be ensured through long-term stewardship by 
maintaining, monitoring, and enforcing effective ICs. 

 
There were no issues & recommendations in the last FYR that affected the protectiveness of the remedy.  
 
The last FYR noted a minor issue, specifically that long-term stewardship needed to be assured for the 
Site. The FYR stated that long-term stewardship procedures would be put in place as part of the OMMP, 
that the procedures would be reviewed by the PRP on an annual basis to ensure proper monitoring and 
enforcement of the ICs, and that the OMMP would include regular inspection of the ICs and annual 
certification to EPA that the ICs are in place and effective. The FYR stated that the long-term 
stewardship procedures were expected to be in place by September 2013. 
 

Update on Minor Issue Identified in 2013 FYR: Long-term stewardship procedures were 
put in place in September 2013 as part of the OMMP. These procedures are reviewed by 
the PRPs on an annual basis to ensure proper monitoring and enforcement of the ICs at the 
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Site. The OMMP includes regular inspection of the ICs and annual certification to EPA 
that the ICs are in place and effective. 

 
IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews 
 
A public notice was made available by a newspaper posting in the Record-Courier, Kenton, Ohio, on 
February 20, 2018 (see Appendix C), stating that there was a FYR and inviting the public to submit any 
comments to EPA. EPA received and responded to two inquiries about the Site during the FYR process. 
 
The FYR report will be made available at the Site information repository located at Reed Memorial 
Library, 167 E Main Street, Ravenna, Ohio, and online at http://www.epa.gov/superfund/summit-
national.  
 
Data Review 
 
Monitoring of groundwater contaminant concentrations, hydraulic containment, and the groundwater 
treatment system (while it was operating) have been ongoing since November 1994. The data are 
regularly reported to and reviewed by EPA and Ohio EPA. For this FYR, all data since 1994 were 
reviewed, and particularly the data obtained since the last FYR (i.e., data from sampling events in 2013, 
2014, 2015, 2016, and 2017).1 
 
Groundwater 
 
The objectives of the annual groundwater monitoring program are to characterize any changes in 
groundwater quality in the WTU and UIU underlying the interior affected area of the Site and in the 
sentinel wells downgradient of the Site. The results from the sentinel wells were evaluated using the 
extraction system shutdown contingency criteria established for the Site as modified in 2010, as follows: 
 

"If VOCs above their respective maximum contaminant level (MCL) are detected in the sentinel 
wells (off-site downgradient WTU monitoring wells MW-114 and MW-115), SNFT will evaluate 
options to mitigate the release (e.g., restart the groundwater extraction system, implement in-situ 
chemical oxidation (ISCO) to treat the released groundwater, phytoremediation, etc.). The 
sentinel wells are located 70 to 80 feet south of the southern property boundary and wet well of 
the pipe and media drain. 
 
“During pumping of groundwater from the pipe and media drain, the WTU zone of groundwater 
capture extends 100 to 200 feet south of the pipe and media drain at the wet well. In this case, 
off-site downgradient WTU monitoring wells MW-116, MW-117 and MW-118 (approximately 
230 feet south of the southern property boundary) will be used to verify whether there is any long 
term impact to the groundwater south of the Site and outside the influence of the pipe and media 
drain." 

 

                                                 
1 The groundwater monitoring data from the 2018 sampling event was not yet available when this FYR report was written. 
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During this FYR period, groundwater quality monitoring was conducted annually. Samples were 
analyzed for the SSIPL during each annual event – which includes 8 WTU wells and 4 UIU wells, as 
noted earlier – except the 2014 event, which underwent full TCL/TAL analysis at all monitoring wells in 
the network. The results from the 20132, 2014, 2015, 2016, and 2017 groundwater sampling events are 
provided in Tables 8a through 8e, respectively. Historic groundwater sampling results are displayed 
graphically in Appendix D, which shows time-series plots of the results for each individual SSIPL VOC 
at each individual WTU and UIU annual-event monitoring well. A summary of all of the SSIPL VOC 
results for the WTU and UIU annual-event monitoring wells in 2004 and during the post-shutdown 
period (2009-2017) are presented on Figure 3 (WTU wells) and Figure 4 (UIU wells). Electronic 
database files containing all historic results are maintained by Eagon & Associates, Inc. (a contractor for 
the SNFT) and are available upon request. 
 
The groundwater monitoring data collected from 2013 through 2017 from the two WTU sentinel wells 
show the following:  

• At MW-114, one SSIPL VOC – acetone (which has no MCL) – was detected twice, in 2016 and 
2017, at estimated “J-flagged” values that were less than the practical quantitation limit (PQL).  

• At MW-115, four SSIPL VOCs were detected, as follows:  
o Two VOCs – 1,2-dichloroethane (MCL = 5 ug/L) and trans-1,2-dichloroethene (MCL = 

100 ug/L) were detected only during the 2013 sampling event, and at levels well below 
their respective MCLs.  

o Two VOCs – 1,1-dichloroethane (no MCL) and cis-1,2-dichloroethene (MCL = 70 ug/L) 
– were detected each year, which is consistent with historic data, but with decreasing 
concentration trends compared to historic data. Cis-1,2-dichloroethene was well below its 
MCL. 

 
Tables 9a through 9e summarize the detections at the sentinel wells during this review period and 
present a comparison with MCLs, where applicable. 
 
Based on the data from the sentinel wells, EPA and Ohio EPA agree that no contingency actions need to 
be taken at this time, and the groundwater collection and treatment system can remain off, pending the 
results of the 2018 and future groundwater sampling events. 
 
A review of the groundwater data collected from 2013 through 2017 from the other WTU and UIU 
annual-event monitoring wells shows the following: 

• Contaminant concentrations in downgradient WTU off-site monitoring wells (MW-4, in addition 
to sentinel wells MW-114 and MW-115) have remained either non-detect or similar to the 
concentrations detected since the 2004 baseline sampling event. 

• Contaminant concentrations at most on-site WTU monitoring wells (MW-11, MW-107, MW-
111, MW-113) were consistent with historic results. Contaminant concentrations at the other on-
site WTU monitoring well (MW-108) continued to show increasing trends for certain SSIPL 
VOCs, as shown in the plots in Appendix D, but the detected compounds remain contained 
within the Site boundaries, as evidenced by continued non-detections of SSIPL VOCs in the 
closest WTU downgradient well (MW-4). 

                                                 
2 The groundwater monitoring data from the 2013 sampling event was not evaluated in the 2013 FYR so is included in this 
FYR. 
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• Contaminant concentrations in downgradient UIU off-site monitoring wells (MW-209 and MW-
220) have remained either non-detect or similar to (if not lower than) the concentrations detected 
since the 2004 baseline sampling event. The only detections were for acetone (detected at MW-
209 each year during this review period at concentrations consistent with historic results, and 
detected at MW-220 only in 2017 at concentrations lower than historic results) and toluene 
(detected at MW-209 only in 2015 at a low “J-flagged” estimated concentration). 

• Contaminant concentrations at on-site UIU wells (MW-207 and MW-224) were all non-detect 
during this review period. 

 
Overall, the groundwater monitoring results collected and evaluated during this review period confirm 
that the Site continues to achieve the objective of on-site containment of waste-derived constituents. All 
post-shutdown monitoring, including the data collected during this FYR period, have demonstrated that 
the cessation of pumping operations in 2005 has not resulted in detrimental impacts to groundwater 
quality off-site.  
 
Hydraulic Monitoring 
 
Review of hydraulic monitoring data since the startup of the groundwater collection system, in 
conjunction with a review of the groundwater quality monitoring data, have shown that hydraulic 
containment has been consistently maintained, even following shutdown of the groundwater collection 
and treatment system. Groundwater hydraulic monitoring is currently performed annually, and consists 
of taking groundwater level measurements at the network of on-site and off-site monitoring wells and 
piezometers in the WTU and UIU. The groundwater elevation contours during this review period  
demonstrate that the horizontal direction of groundwater flow is generally southeasterly in the WTU, as 
has been consistently observed in the past. The groundwater flow direction in the UIU is generally 
easterly and is consistent with the pre-shutdown groundwater flow direction in this unit. As discussed 
earlier, the results of the groundwater quality monitoring demonstrate that Site contamination has not 
migrated off-site. Except for the anticipated increase in groundwater levels in the vicinity of the pipe and 
media drain after shutdown of the groundwater extraction system in August 2005, no significant changes 
in the groundwater flow conditions have been observed since system shutdown. 
 
Surface Water 
 
Surface water samples are collected annually from the confluence of the south and east (or “S&E”) 
ditches adjacent to the Site and analyzed for VOCs and SVOCs. Appendix E presents time-series 
concentration plots for VOCs detected in surface water since 1996. The results during this review period 
(2013 through 2017) were consistent with historical results and show that there are no significant 
impacts to surface water quality as the result of the Site.  
 
Sediment 
 
Sediment samples are collected annually from the confluence of the S&E ditches adjacent to the Site and 
analyzed for VOCs and SVOCs. Tables 10a through 10e shows the sediment sampling results for the 
2013 through 2017 sampling events. The results show that several polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) were detected at or above their respective PQLs. Detections of PAHs in the sediment samples 
are attributed to past coal mining activities in the area. The data demonstrate no significant impacts to 
sediment quality as a result of the Site. 
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Site Inspection 
 
The inspection of the Site was conducted on 6/21/2018. In attendance were EPA RPM Pablo N. 
Valentin, Ohio EPA project manager Regan Williams, PRP Project Coordinator Mike Gibson with 
Eagon, Inc, Alternate PRP Project Coordinator Andrew Graham with Eagon, Inc, and On-Site O&M 
Staff David Miller with D&M Consultants representing the PRPs. The purpose of the inspection was to 
assess the protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
Pablo N. Valentin and Regan Williams met with the PRP representatives at the Site to conduct the 
inspection. The site inspection began with an interview of the PRP representatives. The results of the 
interview are incorporated into this FYR report and also are reflected in the Site Inspection Checklist in 
Appendix F. The inspection covered the entire Site, including the inactive groundwater treatment plant, 
the Site offices and computer facilities, the Site perimeter and fence, the monitoring wells, the pipe and 
media drain and wet well, the east and south drainage ditches, and the treatment plant effluent discharge 
point. Photographs were taken of current Site conditions and are included as Appendix F.  
 
No significant issues were identified regarding the groundwater treatment system, the hydraulic 
containment system, the Site cover, or the building. Mike Gibson of Eagon, Inc, indicated that when 
they took over the project from the previous PRP contractor, the groundwater treatment system, which is 
not in use, was moth-balled for proper maintenance. As noted earlier in this FYR, the groundwater 
collection and treatment system has been shut down since August 2005 to evaluate whether the 
groundwater plume remains stable without operating the system. Based on the groundwater monitoring 
data collected so far during the shutdown period, there is no evidence that groundwater contamination is 
moving away from the Site. Mike Gibson indicated that there have been some instances where locks 
from monitoring wells on the eastern side of the property have been broken. He said that these incidents 
are addressed immediately since weekly inspections take place at the Site, and whenever a lock is found 
to be damaged it is replaced.  
 
During the Site inspection, EPA and Ohio EPA noted that the monitoring well identification on the 
labels is barely legible, and recommended that new permanent labels be placed on each of the wells in 
the monitoring well network.  
 
No complaints from nearby residents have been received by On-Site O&M staff, Ohio EPA, or EPA. 
Additionally, based on the Site inspection and interviews, there are no Site or media uses occurring 
which are incompatible with the stated objectives of the ICs. 
 
V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
QUESTION A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 
 
Yes. Based on a review of relevant Site documents, environmental data, risk assumptions, and the 
results of the site inspection, the remedy appears to be functioning as intended by the decision 
documents (1988 ROD, 1990 ROD amendment, and 1992 ESD) and is expected to continue to do so. 
  
Remedial Action Performance 
 
The contamination remaining on-site is in soil and groundwater. The remaining contaminants in soil and 
groundwater are effectively contained by the remedy and are gradually being reduced. Contaminated 
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soils are covered with 2.5 feet of clean soil and also by a vegetative cover, and the Site is entirely 
fenced. Contaminated groundwater was effectively contained within the Site boundaries by the pipe and 
media drain groundwater collection system during its operation (1995-2005) and also by the low 
permeability of the hydrogeologic units, and groundwater contamination has not migrated off-site.  
 
System Operations/O&M 
 
The groundwater treatment plant consistently met the discharge limits established by Ohio EPA during 
its operation, and even though the groundwater collection and treatment system was shut down in 2005, 
contaminated groundwater has not migrated off-site.  
 
Implementation of Institutional Controls  
 
The required ICs have been implemented, in the form of an EC recorded on June 5, 2013, and there are 
no Site or media uses occurring which are incompatible with the stated objectives of the ICs. 
 
QUESTION B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the time 
of the remedy selection still valid? 
 
No. The original exposure assumptions and RAOs are still valid, but there have been some changes to 
toxicity factors and cancer slope factors since the time the remedy was selected, as discussed below. 
These changes do not affect the protectiveness of the remedy.  
 
Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics 
 
The toxicity values that are the basis for the risk-based groundwater performance standards that are part 
of the selected remedy have changed over the years, with some having increased and some having 
decreased. If calculated today based on current toxicity values, the performance standards for benzene, 
1,2-dichloroethane, PCE, TCE and vinyl chloride would likely become more stringent compared to the 
standards in the remedy selection decision documents, while the standard for chloroethane would likely 
become less stringent. At this time, however, there does not appear to be any reason to revise the 
performance standards for the Site.  
 
Expected Progress Towards Meeting RAOs 
 
Current groundwater contaminant concentrations within the Site boundaries are still well above the 
groundwater performance standards, and it appears that it will be many years before the concentrations 
will fall below those standards. 
 
QUESTION C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness 
of the remedy? 
 
No. No new information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy. 

 
VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
No issues or recommendations that affect the protectiveness of the remedy were identified during this 
FYR. 
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OTHER FINDINGS 
 
The following recommendation was identified during the Site inspection that may improve management 
of O&M at the Site but does not affect current nor future protectiveness: 
 

• Create new permanent labels to identify the monitoring wells; the current label identifications on 
the monitoring wells are barely legible. 

 
VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT 
 

Protectiveness Statement(s) 

Operable Unit: 
1 / Sitewide 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Protective  

Protectiveness Statement: The remedy at the Summit National Superfund Site is protective of human 
health and the environment. Exposure pathways to contaminated groundwater are being controlled and 
exposure to contaminated soil at the Site has been addressed by incinerating the most heavily-
contaminated soils, sending several hundred drums of waste off-site for disposal, applying a clean soil 
cover and a vegetative cover over remaining soil contamination, and by fencing that surrounds the Site. 
All required ICs have been implemented, with an EC under the Ohio UECA recorded on June 5, 2013. 
Long-term stewardship procedures are in place, and compliance with effective ICs is being ensured 
through long-term stewardship by maintaining, monitoring, and enforcing effective ICs. 

 
VIII. NEXT REVIEW 
 
The next FYR report for the Summit National Superfund Site is required within five years from the 
signature date of this review. 
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